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ABSTRACT 
On behalf of Energy Renewal Partners (ERP), SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) conducted an 
intensive cultural resources survey of five sections of land for the proposed Prospero II Solar Project in 
Andrews County, Texas. The project area is located approximately 3.6 miles northwest of the intersection 
of Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 181 and FM 2371 in western Andrews County, Texas, 17 miles west of the 
city of Andrews. The depth of impacts is not expected to exceed 2 feet in many areas; some areas will be 
trenched to 4 feet in depth, while pole locations will be drilled to 25 feet in depth. 
The project area is part of the State of Texas Permanent University Funds (PUF) landholdings and are 
thus owned by the state. As such, the project is subject to the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT) and the 
work was conducted under Texas Antiquities Permit No. 9364. 
The current survey was reported on in two separate interim reports. The first interim report involved the 
eastern 640-acre section (Section 1), which is proposed for use as a staging area and laydown yard for 
materials for the Prospero II project, in addition to being part of the project array. The survey was 
conducted from April 20 to 23, 2020. SWCA submitted the interim report to the Texas Historical 
Commission (THC) for review on April 30, 2020 (Lowe 2020a). THC concurrence for the report 
recommendations was received on May 27, 2020. 
The second interim report covered the remaining 2,560 acres of the 3,200-acre project area. The survey 
was conducted from April 22 to May 1, 2020. SWCA submitted the interim report to the THC for review 
on May 11, 2020 (Lowe 2020b). THC concurrence for the report recommendations was received on June 
17, 2020. This final report details the results of the investigations of the proposed Prospero II Solar 
Project, and addresses comments from the THC reviewers.  
The background review determined that one small part of the Prospero II project area has been previously 
surveyed, and that no previously recorded sites are within the project area. No sites and no additional 
previous surveys are recorded within a 1-mile radius. PUF has owned the project area for over a century, 
which is in a remote, rural area that has traditionally been leased only for oil and gas development and 
livestock grazing. The project area is currently range lands and has no oil wells, but some oil roads and 
other access roads are present. Mapped utilities in the project area include an overhead transmission line.  
SWCA’s investigations consisted of an intensive pedestrian survey with subsurface investigations within 
the 3,200-acre project area involving a total of 1,228 shovel tests. This survey exceeded the THC’s survey 
standards, which require a minimum of one shovel test per 3 acres, or a total of 1,067 shovel tests for a 
project area of this size. One cultural resource, archaeological site 41AD93, was identified during these 
field investigations. This site consists of a single groundstone mano fragment identified on the surface; 11 
negative shovel tests were excavated during delineation of the site. The site is recommended as not 
eligible for designation as a State Antiquities Landmark (SAL). 
In accordance with the ACT, SWCA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify cultural 
resources within the project area. No archaeological sites were identified that meet the criteria for 
designation as a SAL, per 13 Texas Administrative Code 26.12; therefore, SWCA recommends that no 
additional cultural resources investigations should be warranted within the 3,200-acre proposed 
Prospero II Solar Project area in Andrews County, Texas. 
All project-generated documentation will be curated at the Center for Archaeological Studies at Texas 
State University in San Marcos, Texas.  
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INTRODUCTION 
On behalf of Energy Renewal Partners (ERP), SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) conducted an 
intensive cultural resources survey of the proposed Prospero II Solar Project in Andrews County, Texas. 
The project area is located approximately 3.6 miles northwest of the intersection of Farm-to-Market Road 
(FM) 181 and FM 2371 in western Andrews County, 17 miles west of the city of Andrews (Figure 1). The 
project area is 1 mile by 5 miles in extent, for an area of 3,200 acres; depth of impacts are largely less 
than 2 feet, although trench locations will be 4 feet in depth and pole locations will be drilled to 25 feet. 
The project area is part of the State of Texas Permanent University Funds (PUF) landholdings and are 
thus owned by the state. As such, the project is subject to the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT). 
Archaeological investigations were performed to comply with the ACT under Texas Antiquities Permit 
No. 9364. This permit was originally issued to Cox|McClain on March 30, 2020 and was transferred to 
SWCA on April 17, 2020. As part of the permit transfer, SWCA adopted and built upon the scope of 
work prepared by Cox|McClain for the original permit issuance. All investigations were conducted in 
accordance with the Texas Historical Commission (THC) and Council of Texas Archeologists (CTA) 
standards. SWCA conducted an intensive pedestrian survey with subsurface testing of the project area. 
The goal of the work was to identify prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in the area; to establish 
vertical and horizontal site boundaries as appropriate; and to evaluate the significance and eligibility of 
any site for State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) designation, according to the criteria.  
This final report details the results of two rounds of investigations for the entire 3,200-acre proposed 
Prospero II Solar Project. The eastern 640-acre section (Section 1) was reported on in April 2020 (Lowe 
2020a), while the remaining 2,560 acres was reported on in May 2020 (Lowe 2020b).  
Project Personnel 
Ken Lawrence, M.A., served as Principal Investigator and Michael J. Retter, M.A., served as Project 
Manager for the duration of the project, overseeing overall logistics and organization, managing 
reporting, and agency consultation. The Section 1 survey was conducted from April 20 to 23, 2020, with 
the remainder completed from April 22 through May 1, 2020, by SWCA archaeologists Katie Atwood, 
Jose Garcia, Jay King, M.A., Laura Lizcano, Autumn McGaha, Hanna Moore, Ben Morton, Collin 
Rucker, Chris Shelton, M.A., and Phylicia Way. John D. Lowe, M.A., authored the report, Carole 
Carpenter, Liz Hitzfelder, and Alyana Fernandez produced all field and report maps for the project, and 
Lauri Logan provided technical editing and document preparation. 
Project Description 
The project area is located on PUF landholdings in central Andrews County, Texas, approximately 17.0 
miles west of the city of Andrews. The project area is undeveloped outside of some access roads for oil and 
gas exploration and an overhead electric transmission line and is depicted on the Whalen Lake and Frankel 
City SW U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps (Figure 2). The main 
land use has been for cattle grazing; prior disturbances are mainly from the grading and use of access roads 
and construction of the transmission line. The nearest named drainage is Monument Draw, which is a little 
over 16.0 miles to the west. Some small headwater branches of what becomes Midland Draw are located 
approximately 9.5 miles to the south-southeast. Whalen Lake, a large saline playa lake, is over 6.0 miles to 
the north.  
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Figure 1. General location map. 
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Figure 2. Project area location map with aerial background. 
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Water within the project area is limited to short-term rainwater accumulations in minor depressions, as no 
distinct playa lake depressions are present. Project impacts are expected to include common surficial 
disturbances (i.e., clearing and grubbing) throughout. The project area will ultimately contain 
photovoltaic arrays, a switchyard, a substation, and transmission lines, and there will be a 20-foot cleared 
fire break around the entire facility. The maximum depth of any excavation is anticipated to be up to 
4 feet below ground surface for collector line trenches and 25 feet below ground surface for transmission 
line tower footings (which will be drilled). The array pilings will be driven into the ground, so no soils 
will be brought to the surface.  
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The project area is in the Southern High Plains within the Arid Llano Estacado subregions of the High 
Plains Ecoregion, a region characterized by smooth to slightly irregular plains interspersed with shallow 
depressions (Griffith et al. 2004).  
Geology 
The geology underlying the project area consists entirely of Holocene-aged Sand sheet deposits. These 
are deep eolian sand sheets of relatively recent age, which may form dunes in some areas; they have 
moderate permeability with a moderate capacity for water retention and a shallow water table (USGS 
2020a). 
Soils 
According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the project area contains two soil map 
units. Most of the soils within the project area are mapped as Jalmar-Penwell association, undulating 
(85 percent), with several pockets mapped as Triomas and Wickett soils, gently undulating (15 percent) 
primarily in the eastern half of the project area (Figure 3) (NRCS 2020).  
Soils of the Jalmar-Penwell association, undulating, consist of well drained to excessively drained deep 
fine sands in sheets. They are Holocene-aged eolian deposits over loamy eolian deposits derived from 
Pleistocene-aged formations. Jalmar soils, which are 56 percent of the association, are fine sand to 
26 inches below surface overlying sandy clay loam to 80 inches below surface. Penwell soils, which are 
40 percent of the association, are fine sands to 80 inches below surface. These soils have low to moderate 
potential for buried deposits depending on the proximity of depressions that might have water. 
The Triomas and Wickett soils are mixed, with the Triomas soils (78 percent) found on plains and the 
Wickett soils (16 percent) on low, flat portions. Triomas soils are sandy eolian deposits derived from 
Pleistocene-aged formations. The profile is fine sand to 16 inches below surface overlying two layers of 
sandy clay loam from 16 to 68 inches and 68 to 80 inches below surface. Wickett soils are sandy eolian 
deposits overlying ancient calcareous alluvium of the Ogallala formation, which form a restrictive 
cemented layer. The typical profile is loamy fine sand to 16 inches below surface, fine sandy loam from 
16 to 33 inches, then the cemented material layer from 33 to 53 inches, and finally a gravelly loam layer 
from 53 to 67 inches. Despite the cemented layer, these soils are not susceptible to ponding (NRCS 
2020). Soils in this series have low to moderate potential to contain intact cultural materials, depending on 
proximity of depressions and the possibility that some areas may briefly retain surface water. 
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Figure 3. Project area soils. 
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Flora  
The project area occurs within the Arid Llano Estacado U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Level IV 
ecoregions: Shinnery Sands and Arid Llano Estacado (Griffith et al. 2006). This ecoregion is a climate 
transitional area from the Chihuahuan Desert region to the southwest, and it has somewhat more broken 
topography and fewer playas than the plain to the north. Yearly precipitation is less due to a lack of winter 
precipitation and the absence of snow cover. Lack of precipitation in this region often causes the 
formation of a caliche layer closer to the surface, which increases the general drought condition of the 
soil. Land use is dominated by livestock grazing. Oil and gas production activities are widespread. 
Vegetation cover includes shortgrass prairie: blue, black, and hairy grama (Bouteloua hirsuta), 
buffalograss (B. dactyloides), silver bluestem (Bothriochloa saccharoides), sand dropseed (Sporobolus 
cryptandrus), threeawn (Aristida sp.), Arizona cottontop (Digitaria californica), hairy tridens 
(Erioneuron pilosum), muhly (Muhlenbergia sp.), bottlebrush (Callistemon sp.), squirreltail (Elymus 
elymoides), and sand sagebrush (Artemisia filifolia). Burrograss (Scleropogon sp.), threeawn, tobosagrass 
(Pleuraphis mutica), and broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae) increase with grazing activities. 
Mesquite (Prosopis sp.), narrowleaf yucca (Yucca angustissima), juniper (Juniperus sp.), and ephedra 
(Ephedra sp.) compose invading shrub cover (Griffith et al. 2006). The project area is primarily 
comprised of mesquite, burrograss, narrowleaf yucca, silver bluestem, blue and black grama, tobosagrass, 
spectacle pod (Dimorphocarpa wislizeni), bladderpod (Lesquerella sp.), and shinnery oak (Quercus 
havardii).  
Fauna 
Big game species that have the potential to occur in and around the project area include mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), and collared peccary (Pecari tajacu). Small 
game species could include scaled quail (Callipepla squamata) and Montezuma quail (Cyrtonyx 
montezumae). Badger (Taxidea taxus), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), gray fox (Urocyon 
cinereoargenteus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), ringtail (Bassariscus astutus), and bobcat (Lynx rufus) also 
have potential to occur in the project area in a variety of habitats. The American bison (Bison bison) may 
have ranged here historically (Burt and Grossenheider 1976; Davis and Schmidly 1994; Schmidly 1983). 
Pleistocene megafauna including mammoths, extinct bison, horses, and camelids would have ranged in 
the region during the end of the Pleistocene and earliest part of the Holocene era and been drawn to 
watering holes such as the draws and playa lakes (Johnson and Holliday 2004:285-286).  
Various reptiles and amphibians have the potential to occur in the project area, including but not limited 
to western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox), coachwhip (Coluber flagellum), desert kingsnake 
(Lampropeltis getula), bullsnake (Pituophis catenifer), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum), 
common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburana), checkered whiptail (Aspidoscelis tesselata), collared 
lizard (Crytaphytus collaris), ornate box turtle (Terrapene ornata), Great Plains toad (Anaxyrus 
cognatus), Mexican spadefoot (Spea multiplicata), Couch’s spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchii), and eastern 
tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum) (Blair 1950; Conant and Collins 1998; Werler and Dixon 2004). 
A variety of raptor species have the potential to occur in the project area, including but not limited to 
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), 
red-tailed hawk (B. jamaicensis), rough-legged hawk (B. lagopus), Harris’s hawk (Parabuteo unicinctus), 
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), barn owl (Tyto alba), western 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus), western screech owl (Otus 
kennicottii), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), and prairie falcon (F. mexicanus) (Blair 1950; Conant 
and Collins 1998).  
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CULTURAL BACKGROUND AND SETTING 
Prehistoric Chronology  
The project area lies on the southwestern edge of the Southern Plains archaeological region (Hofman 
1989:1–2), bordering the Trans-Pecos region to the west. Most previously recorded archaeological sites in 
the area are small prehistoric occupation or lithic scatter sites with minimal research potential, often 
lacking a means of assigning cultural affiliation. The cumulative assemblage, however, indicates 
occupation of the area throughout most prehistoric and historic stages and phases that are recognized in 
the Southern Plains region. Each stage of the basic four-part division of human chronology, including 
Paleoindian, Archaic, Late Prehistoric, and Historic periods, is represented in the archaeological record of 
the project area. 
The Paleoindian and Archaic periods are manifestations of a trend from the earliest identified “peopling 
phase” of North America to an adaptation to particular regional environments, which fostered 
development of specific regional identities and artifact styles. The Paleoindian period, dating from 
10,000+ to 6,000 B.C., spanned a time of more mesic conditions than the present. Springs were perhaps 
more abundant, draws would have a reliable flow, and playa lakes were more reliably wet; these were 
likely important loci of hunting and occupation. Site occurrences along the margins of draws and arroyos 
crossing the southern High Plains have been documented by Kibler (1991) for Gaines County to the 
north. 
During the earliest parts of the Paleoindian period, now extinct megafauna including mammoth, bison, 
and horses ranged across the Plains, and were hunted and scavenged by the inhabitants using distinct 
fluted point types such as Clovis and Folsom; the Clovis type site (Blackwater Draw Locality #1) is 
located approximately 150 miles north-northwest of the project area. The Late Paleoindian subperiod is 
marked by the extinction of megafauna but continued hunting of the smaller modern bison using unfluted 
lanceolate points such as Plainview (approximately 8000 to 7000 B.C.) and Firstview (approximately 
7000 to 6500 B.C.) (Johnson and Holliday 2004:285-288). 
The environmental changes over the course of the Paleoindian period were significant, as the Late 
Pleistocene Ice Age ended. A warming, drying trend that began during Folsom times intensified, 
decreasing the effective precipitation and increasing maximum summer temperatures; periodic droughts 
ensued, surface water sources became less reliable and more seasonal, and vegetation began to shift. The 
drying trend also resulted in the onset of eolian sediments in draws and the formation of dunes on the 
uplands (Johnson and Holliday 2004:287). These changes resulted in a drastically different environmental 
setting in the southern High Plains at the end of the Paleoindian period than when the earliest occupants 
arrived. The end of the Paleoindian period coincided with a trend towards increasingly arid conditions, 
the development of the Chihuahuan Desert to the west, and the extinction of megafaunal species. With 
these changes, the Archaic pattern emerged. 
The Archaic period, which dates from 6500 to 1 B.C. in the southern High Plains, is relatively poorly 
known. This is especially applicable to the Early Archaic, 6500 to 4500 B.C., with data from only two 
excavated sites (Johnson and Holliday 2004:290). Subsistence activity seems to have changed little from 
the previous Late Paleoindian other than projectile point styles (although no temporally diagnostic types 
were recovered from these sites), with a continuation of the hunting of small herds of bison. 
The warming and drying trend of the Late Paleoindian period continued throughout most of the Archaic, 
with desiccation of draws, reduced surface water, and eolian sedimentation of valleys and playas resulting 
in an increasingly harsh landscape. Peak aridity occurred between 4500 and 2500 B.C.  in a period known 
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as the Altithermal. This hot, dry, dusty time coincides with the Middle Archaic period in the southern 
High Plains. Several Middle Archaic occupation sites have been excavated. At the Blackwater Draw 
Locality #1 Site and Mustang Springs site, multiple wells were discovered, indicating both the falling 
water tables and the Middle Archaic response to the harsh conditions (Johnson and Holliday 2004:291; 
Allday and Tinsley 2011:21). The Lubbock Lake site, situated at a spring-fed locality and with 
occupations dating back to the Clovis period, yielded at least 28 activity areas. Among these was a large 
pit oven capped with burned caliche cobbles, radiocarbon dated to 2800 B.C.. This feature, along with a 
worn sandstone metate found among the caliche cobbles, is evidence of the processing of vegetal 
materials as part of subsistence (Johnson and Holliday 2004:291). The Lubbock Lake site is 
approximately 120 miles east-northeast of the project area. 
The Ceramic period begins around A.D. 1 and is marked by a series of social and technological changes 
that coincided with, and resulted from, ever-widening regional interaction spheres, including Puebloan 
influences from the northwest and Woodland influences from the east mixing with Plains cultures. 
Horticulture/agriculture, semi-permanent to permanent architecture, ceramics and the bow and arrow are 
distinctive traits of this period, although there is a fairly long transitional period from the traditional 
Archaic lifeways and dart point technology (Johnson and Holliday 2004:292; Allday and Tinsley 
2011:22). Bison, which returned en masse during cyclical mesic periods, resumed its prominence in 
subsistence patterns. 
Researchers have divided the Ceramic period into two cultural complexes. The first of these, the Palo 
Duro complex, extends until A.D. 1000 and includes sites with dart points, Deadman and Scallorn arrow 
points, and Mogollon brownware pottery from southern New Mexico (Allday and Tinsley 2011:22; 
Johnson and Holliday 2004:292).  
The second is the Antelope Creek phase, dating from A.D. 1000 to 1500, and characterized by Borger 
cordmarked ceramics, slab-lined structures, and small triangular arrow points, a mixture of Puebloan 
pottery types and Plains lithic tools (Allday and Tinsley 2011:22; Johnson and Holliday 2004:293). Sites 
include both temporary campsites and more permanent village sites, particularly in Palo Duro Canyon; 
several burials from this period have also been identified in rockshelters in Palo Duro Canyon (Allday and 
Tinsley 2011:22). 
Sites associated with this phase are largely in the northern part of the Texas Panhandle, in areas that have 
perennial streams and rivers. Andrews County is well to the south and was likely more a peripheral part 
of the Jornada Mogollon area of southern New Mexico and west Texas. 
The Protohistoric-Historic Native period begins around A.D. 1500, when an influx of Apache into the 
region and a drought resulted in the displacement of the Antelope Creek people. The Apache were largely 
nomadic bison hunters, with only a few groups living in villages with limited horticulture. Diagnostic 
artifacts include pottery like that of the eastern and northern Pueblos, obsidian, turquoise, and other trade 
items from New Mexico, tiny triangular arrow points, and small end scrapers (Allday and Tinsley 
2011:22). 
By the early 1700s, the Comanche had forced the Apache out of the northern part of the region, pushing 
them to the south including Andrews County. The Comanche came from the north, and were extremely 
proficient horsemen, a notable advantage over other groups. Traders known as Comancheros became 
active in the region in the early 1800s and set up some trading posts to acquire buffalo hides and horses 
from the Comanche in exchange for guns and other European goods. In 1874, the final battle of the Red 
River War resulted in the defeat of the Comanche and Kiowa and their resettlement onto reservations in 
the Indian Territory. 
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The Apache in the Andrews County area were almost certainly a band of the Mescalero, one of several 
Apache tribes, which included the Lipan and the Chiricahua. The Mescalero were forcibly relocated to a 
reservation in New Mexico in 1873 and continue to live there. Lipan who had been forced from Texas 
into northern Mexico in the later nineteenth century were resettled to the Mescalero Reservation in 1903. 
In 1913, approximately 200 Chiricahua who had been held prisoner in Oklahoma were released and 
moved to the reservation. In 1936, the Mescalero Apache Tribe was reorganized, and the Lipan and 
Chiricahua formally became members (Mescalero Apache Tribe 2020). 
Historic Chronology  
The Historic period began with the first Spanish expeditions through the region in the sixteenth through 
eighteenth centuries. In 1582–1583, Antonio de Espejo led an expedition to the upper reaches of the 
Rio Grande and Pecos River before returning southward along the latter (Bolton 1908:189–190; Snow 
1992:235–236).  
In 1589 to 1590, Gaspar de Sosa, the lieutenant-governor of Nuevo Leon, led a large, but unauthorized, 
colonizing party through west Texas, evidently following the Pecos River (Chipman 1992:58). For 
violating settlement policies, a viceregal agent captured and returned de Sosa to Mexico. After being 
convicted, he was exiled to the Philippines where he died in a slave revolt. 
In 1683, Dominguez de Mendoza, with a mandate to look for pearls, trade possibilities, and instilling 
respect for friars among the native people, led a group of soldiers from La Junta to the Pecos River 
(Chipman 1992:70), probably following Espejo’s route. After arriving at the Pecos River, the expedition 
traveled “downstream for nine leagues to a point near Horsehead Crossing” (Chipman 1992:70), where 
they turned eastward.  
In 1787, Juan de Ugalde led an extensive expedition through the region to subdue the Apache threat. 
Ugalde’s expedition was part of a new Spanish policy for securing the northern frontier. The Spaniards 
threatened military force, but also offered the Apaches protection from the Comanche as an inducement 
for peace. The Comanche, however, as well as Apache groups, dominated the area well into the late 
nineteenth century. 
Andrews County formed in 1876 from Bexar County and is named after Richard Andrews, a hero of the 
Texas Revolution killed at the battle of Concepcion in 1835. However, it was not until 1910 that the 
county was officially organized with Andrews, Texas, as the county seat, though early settlers filed on 
land in the eventual county as early as 1884 (Hunt 2020). The earliest claims filed on the county included 
the Chicago Ranch (founded in 1884 by Nelson Morris), which purchased 228,000 acres in the southeast 
corner of the county. Following the establishment of the Chicago Ranch, O.B. Holt filed on lands in the 
county in 1886 (Hunt 2020).  
As the nearest railroad (the Texas and Pacific Railway) was established in the early 1880s south of 
Andrews County in Midland, population growth in the county was slow; in 1890, the U.S. census showed 
only 24 residents, while in 1900 the population was only 87 individuals. By 1910 though, the population 
had “exploded” to 975, the majority of which were farmers and ranchers. In 1920, there were 6,000 acres 
of improved land under cultivation, the majority of which was corn. However, ranching dominated the 
county’s economy even with the discovery of oil (Hunt 2020). 
In 1839, the Congress of the Republic of Texas created the PUF, an endowment of lands to provide 
financial support for a public university system. Over the course of the 1800s, the land endowment grew 
to include large areas of land in West Texas that had either been set aside to encourage railroad 
construction, or simply unappropriated. In 1883, with the opening of the University of Texas, there was a 
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push to add additional land to the PUF. An additional 1 million acres of West Texas land was added at 
this time, including 293,000 acres in Andrews County (Hunt 2020; Smyrl 2020). 
By the late 1920s, oil production began in the county. The development of the industry in Andrews 
County was slow, as the East Texas oil fields were booming. It was not until the 1940s that the petroleum 
industry grew significantly with the discovery of 26 oil fields; concurrently the population of the county 
grew from approximately 1,277 in 1940 to 5,000 by 1950 (Hunt 2020). The petroleum industry and 
population of Andrews County expanded throughout the 1950s but saw a slowdown in the late 1960s and 
into the early 1970s due to fewer oil field discoveries. However, by 1973–1974 and continuing to the 
present day, the oil industry has provided a stable economic foundation for the county, though ranching 
still dominates the local economy (Hunt 2020). 
METHODS 
Background Review 
SWCA conducted a thorough background literature review of the project area, which included a 1-mile 
radius review area. An SWCA archaeologist reviewed the Whalen Lake and Frankel City SW USGS 7.5-
minute topographic quadrangle maps on the THC online Texas Archeological Sites Atlas database, 
including a search for records pertaining to the project areas (THC 2020a). This source provided 
information on the nature and location of previously conducted cultural resources surveys, previously 
recorded historic and/or prehistoric archaeological sites, National Register of Historic Places districts and 
properties, SALs, Official Texas Historical Markers, Registered Texas Historic Landmarks, cemeteries, 
and local neighborhood surveys within or near the project areas. Additionally, SWCA also consulted 
historical topographic maps available through the USGS Historical Topographic Map Explorer (USGS 
2020b), the Texas Historic Overlay (Foster et al. 2006), and modern aerial imagery to identify land use 
practices that may indicate the potential for or presence of cultural resources within the project area. 
Field Methods 
SWCA conducted an intensive cultural resources survey of the 3,200-acre project area. The goal of the 
investigation was to locate all prehistoric and historic cultural resources within the project area, establish 
vertical and horizontal site boundaries to the extent feasible with consideration of access constraints, and 
evaluate the significance and eligibility of all recorded sites for designation as SALs. The survey 
complied with applicable THC/CTA archaeological survey standards for projects of this size. 
For area projects larger than 200 acres in size, the THC/CTA survey standards require a minimum of one 
shovel test per 3 acres of survey area, or minimally 1,067 shovel tests for the 3,200-acre area. As 
warranted, additional shovel testing would be required to delineate identified cultural resources, and to 
investigate areas of greater potential. As indicated by THC archaeologist Drew Sitters, shovel test 
investigations should pay special attention to areas along the rims of playas and on dunes mapped within 
the Prospero II project area, as these areas have a greater potential for buried deposits in this setting 
(personal communication, email from Drew Sitters, archaeologist THC, to SWCA, April 17, 2020). 
The pedestrian survey was completed by qualified SWCA archaeologists who inspected the 3,200 acres 
using <100-foot-wide survey transects. The area was surveyed using 268 pedestrian survey transects at 
this interval. Initially, a grid of evenly spaced shovel tests was laid out in ArcGIS with 15 shovel tests 
placed along every fourth or fifth pedestrian survey transect to meet the THC/CTA survey standards. 
After the first survey transect pass during the Section 1 survey (Lowe 2020a), the number of pedestrian 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
11 
survey transects between each row of shovel tests was deemed to be too wide and the testing 
methodology was altered to provide a minimum of four shovel tests per transect. The shovel tests were 
then offset from one another on odd- and even-numbered survey transects. Finally, additional survey 
transects and/or shovel test locations were adjusted or added as necessary to ensure coverage of the 
project area. During the survey, archaeologists examined the ground surface for artifacts, features, and 
other prehistoric or historic material for proper documentation per state standards. Features of the 
landscape, such as depressions, ditches, mounds, and areas of differential vegetation, were documented 
and inspected for cultural features. 
SWCA also followed special guidance regarding the documentation of late-nineteenth- and early-
twentieth-century sites (THC 2020b; personal communication, email from Drew Sitters, archaeologist 
THC, to SWCA, April 17, 2020). The guidance stipulates that all historic sites must be evaluated for their 
potential to be associated with occupation, and that cultural remains associated with occupation must be 
further evaluated by conducting deed research. Evidence of occupation sites might include a scatter of 
whiteware ceramic sherds, glass shards, and metal hardware located where a house is shown on historic 
aerial imagery or topographic maps. These sites were to be investigated with shovel testing as with other 
sites; however, deed research or oral history interviews would also be required to make a final 
determination of site significance. 
SWCA excavated 1,228 shovel tests within the project area, exceeding the recommended standards for a 
project of this size. The shovel tests were approximately 30 centimeters (cm) in diameter and excavated in 
20-cm arbitrary levels to 100 cm or to impassible compact soils, whichever came first. All matrix was 
screened through ¼-inch mesh for artifact recovery. SWCA plotted each shovel test using a sub-meter 
accurate global positioning system (GPS) receiver and recorded each test on appropriate project field 
forms in tablets to expedite recording during survey investigations. 
SWCA performed a limited collection survey, whereby most artifacts encountered were tabulated, 
analyzed, and documented in the field, but not collected. As warranted, selected diagnostic artifacts 
(including decorated, unusual, or ornamental artifacts of any age) and any obsidian artifacts were to be 
collected for post-field analysis and curation; however, no artifacts were collected during this survey. 
All project-generated documentation will be curated at the Center for Archaeological Studies at Texas 
State University in San Marcos, Texas. 
Unanticipated Discoveries 
A complete Unanticipated Discoveries Plan detailing the procedures to be followed can be found in 
Appendix C. This includes procedures for the discovery of cultural resources as well as for human 
remains. The process for the discovery for human remains is also summarized below. 
In the unlikely event that unanticipated human remains or burials are encountered during subsequent 
construction activities, ERP or their designated representative will immediately cease work within 
100 feet of the discovery, as all human burials in the state of Texas are protected by law, as per the Texas 
Health and Safety Code Section 711 General Provisions Relating to Cemeteries (herein referred to as 
Section 711) and the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Title 13, Texas Historical Commission, Chapter 
22 Cemeteries (13 TAC §§22.1–22.6). Immediately upon discovery, the human remains will be left in-
place and fully protected with exclusionary fencing placed in a 50-foot radius around the discovery. ERP 
or their designated representative, should immediately notify both local law enforcement and the THC. 
The Andrews County Sheriff’s office should be contacted to determine if the remains represent a modern 
crime scene. If the sheriff and/or Andrews County Coroner determine that the human remains represent a 
crime scene, then they will assume control of the discovery. If the human skeletal remains appear to be 
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from an unregistered grave that does not represent a crime scene, then the coroner shall notify the THC 
within 24 hours. Under Section 711 and the ACT (13 TAC §§ 22.1–22.6), the county clerk shall be 
notified within 10 days of the discovery of the grave or graves. Finally, if the human remains are 
determined to be Native American, they will be handled in accordance with procedures established 
through coordination with the THC. Work in the affected area can only resume per THC authorization. 
RESULTS 
Background Review 
One previously conducted cultural resources survey intersects the project area, crossing the eastern half of 
the project area (Figure 4). This previous linear survey was conducted in 1992 by archaeologists with the 
Texas Archeological Research Laboratory, for the proposed Southwestern Public Service Company 
Transmission Line. This was a 65-mile-long survey across several counties; four sites were recorded in 
Andrews County during the 1992 survey, but none within 12 miles of the project area. No additional 
previous cultural resources surveys are located within a 1-mile radius of the project area. 
The file search and literature review identified no archaeological sites within the project area (see 
Figure 4) and no archaeological sites are within the 1-mile review area. No historical markers or 
cemeteries were identified during the background review. 
The nearest previously recorded site is 41AD47, located 2.2 miles northwest of the northwestern corner of 
the project area. This site was recorded in 1990 during a survey for a proposed El Paso Natural Gas 
pipeline. It was identified in a plowed field of sunflowers, just north of a dune. Artifacts observed 
included three chalcedony flakes and a chunk of burned caliche. Subsurface investigations were limited to 
trowel probes. Site 41AD47 was recommended as not eligible for registration as a SAL. 
Historic Map Review 
Using historical maps dating from the early twentieth century to the mid-twentieth century (USGS 
2020b), SWCA did not identify any potentially historical structures within the 1-mile review area. As the 
Prospero II project area has been part of the PUF landholding for over a century, little development 
outside of possible oil and gas exploration and production would be expected. 
Field Survey 
From April 20 through May 1, 2020, 10 SWCA archaeologists conducted an intensive pedestrian survey 
of the Prospero II Solar project area in Andrews County, Texas (Appendix A). The eastern 640-acre 
Section 1 was surveyed from April 20 to 23, 2020, while the remaining 2,560 acres were surveyed from 
April 22 to May 1, 2020. 
The pedestrian survey consisted of walking 1-mile-long transects that were maximally spaced 100 feet 
apart along a north-to-south grid paralleling the section lines. A minimum of four shovel tests were 
excavated on each transect, with additional tests excavated in areas that appeared to display a higher 
potential for buried cultural materials and to ensure proper project area coverage. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
13 
 
Figure 4. Cultural resources background review map. 
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Field investigations throughout the project area encountered open range with mixed vegetation that is 
dominated by desert grasses in some areas and a mix of grasses and shinnery oak on others (Figure 5). 
Mesquite scrub is relatively common, and more prevalent in the dune formations, which are stabilized 
partly by the associated vegetation (Figure 6). Succulents, including sotol (Dasylirion wheeleri) and 
Spanish dagger (Yucca treculeana), were also noted in limited numbers. Ground visibility throughout the 
project area ranged between 0 and 100 percent (Figure 7) and averaged approximately 50 percent. 
Several areas of significant disturbances were noted. One area is present in the northeast corner of the 
project area, related to an electric substation and transmission lines, along with a graded access road, 
which includes some areas of imported gravels (Figure 8). This construction, which postdates February 
2019 based on a review of aerial imagery, is associated with the Prospero project. This was built in 
advance of the larger project under terms of a Memorandum of Understanding between University Lands 
and the THC waiving surveys for projects under 30 acres in size. An overhead transmission line crosses 
from northwest to southeast (Figure 9); note that this is the transmission line that was previously surveyed 
for cultural resources in 1992. Three built, maintained gravel oil roads are also present and visible on 
aerial imagery (see Figure 2). One of these runs north-northwest to south-southeast across the eastern half 
of the project area. One parallels the project area boundary for over 1 mile across the southern portion of 
the project area (Figure 10). The third is a small stub extending slightly into the southwest portion of the 
project area. There was also some evidence of past vegetation clearing across the entire project area. 
Erosion was noted in some locations, including prominent dune blowouts (Figure 11). These dune 
blowouts were thoroughly examined for any evidence of cultural materials. 
The project area is on a broad sandy plain in a remote part of Andrews County, at the southern end of the 
Southern High Plains. SWCA excavated 1,228 shovel tests throughout the project area, all of which were 
negative for cultural materials (Appendix B). The excavated shovel tests typically revealed a 40- to 100-
cm-thick layer of yellowish red (5YR 4/6) or reddish brown (5YR 4/4) sand or loamy sand. Many of the 
shovel tests were excavated to 100 cm below surface (cmbs), where they were terminated due to depth. 
Others encountered impassibly compact soils, typically a red (2.5YR 4/6) sandy clay, from 40 to 80 cmbs. 
As a result of these investigations, one archaeological site, 41AD93, was recorded during the survey. 
 
Figure 5. Typical mixed grass and oak project area vegetation, facing south. 
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Figure 6. Mesquite on dunes, facing south. Also note succulents. 
 
Figure 7. Typical ground surface visibility, plan view facing north. 
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Figure 8. Electric substation and road disturbance in northeast corner, 
facing southwest. 
 
Figure 9. Overhead transmission line crossing project area, facing north. 
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Figure 10. Built gravel oil road in southern part of project area, facing 
west. 
 
Figure 11. Large blowout area in dune, facing west. 
  
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
18 
41AD93 
Site 41AD93 consists of a single mano identified on the ground surface. The site is located on a level 
plain with occasional low sand dunes; the artifact was observed along the southeast edge of one such 
dune. The site area is approximately 5 meters (m) north/south by 5 m east/west (Figure 12). Vegetation at 
the site consists of short grasses, desert scrub, and mesquite, with the mesquite largely on the dune and 
sparse grasses around the artifact (Figure 13). Site 41AD93 has been modified by artificial and natural 
disturbances. Disturbances in and around the site include construction of a transmission line and fence 
lines, while natural disturbances to the site include erosion. 
Surficial cultural material observed at the site consisted of one mano fragment approximately 13 cm long 
by 8 cm wide (Figure 14). The mano is grayish brown quartzite or ferruginous sandstone, with a smooth, 
concave face from extensive grinding use (Figures 15 and 16). Groundstone implements such as manos 
are possible indicators of an open-air campsite with food processing. SWCA conducted a pedestrian 
survey augmented with shovel testing to delineate the extent of the site. To test for buried cultural 
materials, SWCA excavated 11 shovel tests around the site, all of which were negative for cultural 
materials (i.e., FS01-1 through FS01-11). Shovel tests typically revealed the presence of yellowish red 
(5YR 5/6) sand terminating at depth of 100 cmbs (Appendix B). No additional artifacts were identified in 
the vicinity despite this thorough investigation. 
Site 41AD93 is a Native site of unknown date, consisting of a single groundstone artifact observed on the 
surface. Groundstone is indicative of food processing behavior generally found at campsites, but the 
artifact is not temporally diagnostic. Furthermore, no subsurface materials were identified at the site. Site 
41AD93 is unlikely to yield information that will refine our understanding of past historical lifeways in 
this region. Therefore, SWCA recommends the site as not eligible for designation as a SAL, and no 
further work or avoidance is recommended. 
Predictive Modeling  
Background  
As part of a heuristic exercise to gauge the results of the Prospero II pedestrian survey results, SWCA 
used a statistical predictive model to examine the project area and the results. Predictive modeling in 
archaeology is the process by which the locations of previously recorded archaeological sites and other 
factors (e.g., soils or setting) are used to predict the potential for encountering an archaeological site 
within a study area. There are numerous ways to approach predictive modeling in archaeology and it has 
been effectively used as an analysis and cultural resources management tool since the 1980s (e.g., 
Altschul 1990; Kvamme 1985; Parker 1985). At the heart of all archaeological predictive models are three 
basic assumptions:   
1) Humans make choices concerning location as   
a. a mechanism for decision making; and,   
b. an end for decision making.   
2) There are specific variables which affect their locational decisions.  
3) These variables must be capable of operationalization, with a means of measurement, allowing 
for a set of predictions that can be compared with archaeological data.  
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Figure 12. Site 41AD93 map. 
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Figure 13. Site 41AD93 overview with dune to left, facing north. 
 
Figure 14. Site 41AD93 quartzite mano on ground surface, plan view. 
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Figure 15. Site 41AD93 quartzite mano detail showing smooth, concave 
grinding surface, plan view. 
 
Figure 16. Site 41AD93 quartzite mano lateral detail showing concavity, 
heel facet, and heavily worked surface, plan view. 
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By using these three basic assumptions, a complex multivariate model can be built that considers 
numerous factors. In short, we should be able to predict the location of archaeological sites given that 
measurable environmental features (e.g., distance to water, soils, and geology) impact site selection. On 
the surface, one could assume that predicting the behavior of humans would require a plethora of 
variables, but it has been noted that only a few variables are necessary to generate an accurate predictive 
model (Dean 1983:11; Kohler and Parker 1986: 433; Dalla Bona 2000: 81).   
Choosing a Methodology  
Predictive models can be broken down into two categories, namely deductive and inductive models. 
Deductive models generally are based on an archaeologists’ a priori experience and understanding of the 
known archaeology of a given region. Conversely, inductive modeling presupposes no great 
understanding of the relationships or factors that influence site locations. Rather, inductive models rely on 
statistical techniques to identify environmental or other features that contribute to predicting the location 
of archaeological sites and output the probability of finding a site at any given location. Hudak et al. 
(2000) examined the effectiveness of deductive versus inductive modeling and found that while deductive 
models are accurate at predicting site locations, the more mathematically complex and more detailed 
datasets (e.g., higher resolution) incorporated within an inductive model, the more successful it is at 
predicting site locations. The scope and history of the debate and critique of deductive versus inductive 
reasoning is a much larger topic of discussion in archaeological theory and predates the development of 
widespread archaeological predictive modeling (Salmon 1974).   
The question then turns to: which model is best at predicting the location of archaeological sites? This 
question wades into the middle of debates on the theoretical paradigms of processualism versus post-
processualism, agent based versus non-agent based modeling, do predictive models depict archaeological 
potential or human settlement patterns, and whether sites found in statistically low probability areas 
should be considered significant, solely based on their anomalousness (Verhagen and Whitley 2012). It is 
safe to say that there is no right or wrong answer to this question, that rather they are situationally 
dependent.   
As with most analyses employed in GIS, the techniques are driven by the available datasets, the scale of 
that data, the amount of time/resources available, and the expected utilization of the resulting data. 
Models are typically tested via ground verification and their accuracy assessed by their ability to locate 
sites in higher potential areas. However, as noted by Whitley (2003), this is often a self-fulfilling exercise 
(i.e., confirmation bias). For example, in the field the focus is generally on testing predicted high potential 
areas, without examining the low potential areas. This approach usually produces ‘good’ results and the 
model is declared a success; however, can the model be truly considered a success if the null areas (i.e., 
low probability areas) are not also examined?  
However, Lawrence et al. (2015) did just this by examining the effectiveness of two statistical models 
developed for Abilene State Park while completing a 100 percent survey of an area. One model was 
constructed using a ranking and additive process based on the results of a series of univariate chi square 
tests, while the other model used the technique of Maximum Entropy. The study found that both models 
were equally effective at identifying the sites that were recorded during a previous survey of the park. The 
additive model identified high probability areas that contained 34 of the 42 total sites recorded, whereas 
the Maximum Entropy model-identified high probability areas contained 33 of the 42 sites. Only two sites 
were recorded in areas that both models identified as having low probability.   
As noted above, the choice of modeling technique is driven, in part, by available datasets and the scale of 
that data. Archaeological datasets are notorious for being incomplete and only record where sites are 
located and do not account for where investigations have not yet been conducted (Verhagen and Whitley 
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2012). Therefore, modeling using advanced statistical techniques cannot be employed as they require a 
sample of both presence and absence dependent variables to formulate valid predictions. Instead of asking 
which model is best, we should rather rephrase the question to “which model is best suited at predicting 
archaeological sites given our available datasets and resources?”  
Species Distribution Models and Maximum Entropy  
Species distribution models (SDMs) estimate the relationship between species recorded at given sites and 
the environmental/spatial factors that are at those sites. This approach appears ideal for modeling 
archaeological sites because it satisfies all three of our modeling assumptions noted at the beginning of 
this discussion.  
There are numerous methods for performing and creating SDMs that can generally be broken into two 
categories: 1) those whose datasets have been collected systematically and contain presence and absence 
data; and 2) those which were unsystematically recorded, come from a variety of sources, and contain 
only presence data. It is quite common for data from museums, archives, and government agencies to be 
of the latter data type. Museum collections often were historical repositories of records and specimens 
from expeditions and or donations from private individuals that focus more on collection of specimens 
and education, rather than data analysis. In the case of government agencies, changes in technology, laws, 
regulations, and policies have changed how data is collected and organized (Elith et al. 2010).   
In Texas, for example, there was not a single state agency that collected archaeological site forms until 
the 1990s. Prior to this, there were several competing repositories throughout the state, each with its own 
form and numbering system. When archaeological site data was centralized at the Texas Archaeological 
Research Laboratory in Austin, the resulting data set contained a variety of form types and levels of 
accuracy in site recording, making it generally unsuitable for systematic species distribution modeling. 
Since archaeological site form data is commonly criticized for being incomplete (Verhagen and Whitley 
2012), unsystematic SDM is therefore one of the better options based on the available datasets. There are 
several different unsystematic SDM to choose from and many have been evaluated against each other 
(Raes and ter Steege 2007). One of the increasingly more-popular methods amongst ecologists is 
Maximum Entropy that has been shown to be equally accurate when evaluated against other complex 
SDMs (Franklin 2009; Elith et al. 2010).   
The mathematics and theory for Maximum Entropy was laid out in the 1950s as part of studies into 
information theory and the effect of partial knowledge on probability distributions (Jaynes 1957). It is 
based on the thermodynamic concept of entropy, and for the purposes of modeling is a measure of 
dispersedness (Elith et al. 2010). The principle of Maximum Entropy posits that the most likely 
distribution is one of maximum ignorance, or rather the best distribution is the one that is the “least biased 
estimate possible on the given information” (Jaynes 1957). Phillips et al. (2006:234) describes maximum 
entropy as a kind of general-purpose machine learning whereby it attempts to:   
…estimate a target probability distribution by finding the probability distribution of 
maximum entropy (i.e., that is most spread out, or closest to uniform), subject to a set of 
constraints that represent our incomplete information about the target distribution. The 
information available about the target distribution often presents itself as a set of real-
valued variables, called “features”, and the constraints are that the expected value of each 
feature should match its empirical average (average value for a set of sample points taken 
from the target distribution). 
However, it was not until much later that the computing power required to run the complex calculations 
of Maximum Entropy became commonplace. A software program called MaxENT was developed based 
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on the mathematics of Maximum Entropy in conjunction with researchers at MIT and the Center for 
Biodiversity and Conservation at the American Museum of National History. Since the widespread 
availability of the MaxENT software it has been used extensively in ecology in a wide range of 
applications, from understanding environmental collection of species occurrences (Wollen et al 2008) to 
hindcasting and predicting distribution of both endemic and invasive species (Ward 2007). The validity of 
the modeling software performance and validity versus other modeling techniques has been also tested 
extensively (see Elith et al. 2006; Tognelli et al. 2009; Williams et al. 2009).   
Maximum Entropy and Archaeology  
Although Maximum Entropy and the software MaxENT has been extensively used in ecology (see above), 
it is a fairly new modeling technique in the field of archaeology, but it has gained traction as an academic 
research tool over the past 10 years (Bank et al. 2011; d’Errico 2013; Galletti et al. 2013; McMichael et al. 
2014a, 2014b; Howey et al. 2016). It has also been a topic for several recent master’s theses (see Kailihiwa 
2015; Oyarzun 2016). Howey et al. (2016:7444) concluded in the Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences that “these recent uses of MaxEnt modeling have proven to be robust and informative” and that its 
application can be extended to the study of many other archaeological questions. Maximum Entropy extends 
the metaphor of an ecological niche study to that of humans and acknowledges that cultural processes can be 
seen as predictable “species” based on the input of spatio-environmental variables (Howey et al. 2016). The 
final question remains as to “how do we interpret and utilize the results of a Maximum Entropy model (or 
any other archaeological predictive model for that matter)?”     
Using the Model  
At its simplest, predictive modeling can be used to identify where archaeological sites are likely to be 
located and calculate the probability of their occurrence. In the end, predictive modeling is based upon as 
many known factors as can be identified to estimate the unknown within a given study area. More specific 
questions of predictive modeling being used to identify complex settlement patterns or specific cultural 
processes is the goal of research focused efforts in academic arenas and not typically associated with 
cultural resources management (CRM). For CRM, the model’s output as it regards the potential of an 
archaeological site to be present at a given location is the primary focus and benefit of using predictive 
modeling. CRM is primarily concerned with identifying archaeological sites through background research 
and field investigations and managing potential impacts through various methods (e.g., avoidance and 
minimization strategies). Put simply, these efforts are typically intended to guide proposed projects around 
or away from known or suspected cultural resources locations. Predictive modeling in CRM is ultimately 
intended to minimize risk and to mitigate the effects of a project on cultural resources. Accordingly, when 
CRM applies predictive modeling using available data to a proposed project area, the intent is to provide the 
best guidance possible for that specific project by quantifying and identifying the risks from the undertaking.  
The 3,200-acre Prospero II project area was categorized by rank of probability (i.e., low, medium, and 
high probability) of containing intact cultural properties (Figure 17). SWCA’s methodology follows an 
approach similar to that outlined above. The determination of probability areas utilized numerous 
variables pulling data from the entire Andrews County, including topography (e.g., gradient of slope), 
soils, distance to water (hydrology), elevation, roads, and disturbances. Notably some caution is 
warranted in deriving too much interpretation from this model of Prospero II. Specifically, the proximity 
to water of the project area is roughly equivalent and the soils in the project area are generally the same.  
The topography varies slightly across the Prospero II project area and any subtle changes (e.g., dunes and 
fence lines) likely exaggerate any differences. Figure 17 demonstrates how the modeling can be skewed, 
as is evident along several of the fence lines that are highlighted as high probability. SWCA conducted 
the predictive model of the Prospero II project area to place the survey results into a context for 
comparison and possibly guide future investigations in the region. 
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Figure 17. Probability model map. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
26 
The resulting model of the 3,200-acre Prospero II project area identified that approximately 68 percent 
(2,187 acres) was of low probability, 30 percent (943 acres) was of medium probability, and 2 percent 
(70 acres) was of high probability for locating intact archaeological sites. Notably, the archaeological site 
encountered within the project area (41AD93) was located within a medium probability area. The model 
also indicated that shovel test coverage within the 2,560-acre area was proportional to the percentage of 
each probability area. Put another way, 652 shovel tests (67 percent) were excavated in the low 
probability area, 306 shovel tests (31 percent) were excavated in the medium probability areas, and 22 
shovel tests (2 percent) were placed in the high probability areas. These shovel test coverages are 
commensurate with the percentage of each probability acreage area and demonstrates an even distribution 
across the largest portion of the Prospero II project area. 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
On behalf of ERP, SWCA conducted an intensive cultural resources survey of five sections of land for the 
proposed Prospero II Solar Project in Andrews County, Texas. The project area is located approximately 
3.6 miles northwest of the intersection of FM 181 and FM 2371 in western Andrews County, Texas, 
17 miles west of the city of Andrews. The depth of impacts is not expected to exceed 2 feet in many 
areas; some areas will be trenched to 4 feet in depth, while pole locations will be drilled to 25 feet in 
depth. The project area is part of the State of Texas PUF landholdings, which makes the project subject to 
the ACT, therefore, the work was designed to comply with requirements of the ACT. Work was 
completed under Texas Antiquities Permit No. 9364.  
SWCA conducted an intensive pedestrian survey with subsurface testing of the 3,200-acre project area. 
The goal of the work was to identify prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in the project area; to 
establish vertical and horizontal site boundaries as appropriate; and evaluate the significance and 
eligibility of any site according to eligibility criteria for SAL designation. All work was done in 
accordance with the ACT and standards and guidelines established by the THC and the CTA. 
The survey was covered by two interim reports. The first interim report involved an intensive pedestrian 
survey of the eastern 640-acre Section 1, which is proposed for use as a staging area and laydown yard for 
materials for the Prospero II project, in addition to being part of the project array. The survey was 
conducted from April 20 to 23, 2020. SWCA submitted an interim report for THC review on April 30, 
2020 (Lowe 2020a). THC concurrence for the report recommendations was received on May 27, 2020. 
The second interim report covered the intensive pedestrian survey of the remaining 2,560 acres of the 
3,200-acre project area. The survey was conducted from April 22 to May 1, 2020. SWCA submitted an 
interim report for THC review on May 11, 2020 (Lowe 2020b). THC concurrence for the report 
recommendations was received on June 17, 2020. 
A background literature and records review indicated that one previous survey crosses the eastern part of 
the project area. No previously recorded archaeological sites are within the bounds of the project area. A 
review of historic maps determined that there were no potential historic structures within the project area.  
In addition to the records review, SWCA conducted a systematic pedestrian survey, augmented with 
shovel testing, of the entire 3,200-acre project area. For project areas over 200 acres in size, the THC’s 
survey standards require a minimum of one shovel test per 3 acres with thorough documentation of all 
exceptions (e.g., disturbance, slope, and impervious surfaces). Based on these standards, the project area 
required approximately 1,067 shovel tests. SWCA excavated a total of 1,228 shovel tests along 268 one-
mile long transects spaced 100 feet apart within the project area, exceeding the THC’s required minimum 
survey standards. 
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One cultural resource, site 41AD93, was identified during the survey. This site is a small, Native site of 
unknown date. The only artifact associated with the site is a quartzite mano with a smooth, concave face, 
identified on the ground surface. Eleven shovel tests were excavated around the artifact and all negative 
for cultural materials. Site 41AD93 is unlikely to yield information that will refine our understanding of 
past historical lifeways in this region. Therefore, SWCA recommended the site as not eligible for 
designation as a SAL, and no further work or avoidance was recommended. THC concurrence for these 
recommendations was received on June 17, 2020. 
In accordance with the ACT, SWCA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify cultural 
resources within the project area. No archaeological sites were identified that meet the criteria for 
designation as a SAL, per 13 TAC 26.12; therefore, SWCA recommends that no additional cultural 
resources investigations should be warranted within the 3,200-acre proposed Prospero II Solar Project 
area in Andrews County, Texas. The THC concurred with these recommendations on May 27 and June 
17, 2020 
Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 
A complete Unanticipated Discoveries Plan detailing the procedures to be followed can be found in 
Appendix C. This includes procedures for the discovery of cultural resources as well as for human 
remains. The process for the discovery for human remains is also summarized below. 
In the unlikely event that unanticipated human remains or burials are encountered during subsequent 
construction activities, ERP or their designated representative will immediately cease work within 
100 feet of the discovery, as all human burials in the state of Texas are protected by law, as per the Texas 
Health and Safety Code Section 711 General Provisions Relating to Cemeteries (herein referred to as 
Section 711) and the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Title 13, Texas Historical Commission, Chapter 
22 Cemeteries (13 TAC §§22.1–22.6). Immediately upon discovery, the human remains will be left in-
place and fully protected with exclusionary fencing placed in a 50-foot radius around the discovery. ERP 
or their designated representative, should immediately notify both local law enforcement and the THC. 
The Andrews County Sheriff’s office should be contacted to determine if the remains represent a modern 
crime scene. If the sheriff and/or Andrews County Coroner determine that the human remains represent a 
crime scene, then they will assume control of the discovery. If the human skeletal remains appear to be 
from an unregistered grave that does not represent a crime scene, then the coroner shall notify the THC 
within 24 hours. Under Section 711 and the ACT (13 TAC §§ 22.1–22.6), the county clerk shall be 
notified within 10 days of the discovery of the grave or graves. Finally, if the human remains are 
determined to be Native American, they will be handled in accordance with procedures established 
through coordination with the THC. Work in the affected area can only resume per THC authorization. 
  




Allday, S. N., and C. M. Tinsley 
2011 Palo Duro Canyon State Park: Fortress Cliffs Ranch, Parcel 1, Intensive Archeological 
Survey, Randall and Armstrong Counties, Texas. Miscellaneous Reports of Investigations 
Number 540, GeoMarine, Inc., Plano. 
Altschul, J.H.   
1990 Red flag models: the use of modelling in management contexts. In K.M. Allen, S.W. Green, 
and E.B.W. Zubrow (eds) Interpreting Space: GIS and Archaeology. Taylor and Francis, 
London. 
Banks W, T. Aubrey, F. d’Errico, J Zilhao, A. Lira-Noriega, and T. Peterson.  
2011 Eco-cultural Niches of the Badegoulian: Unraveling links between Cultural Adaptation and 
Ecology During the Last Glacial Maximum in France. Journal of Anthropological 
Archaeology 30:359–374.  
Blair, W. F. 
1950 The Biotic Provinces of Texas.  The Texas Journal of Science 2(1):93–117. 
Bolton, H. E. 
1908 Account of the Journey to the Provinces and Settlements of New Mexico, 1583. Translation 
of narrative of Espejo by Bolton in Spanish Exploration in the Southwest 1542–1706. Barnes 
and Noble, Inc., New York.  
Burt, W. H., and R. P. Grossenheider 
1976 Peterson Field Guides: Mammals. Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston and New York.  
Chipman, D.E. 
1992 Spanish Texas 1519–1821. University of Texas Press, Austin. 
Conant, R., and J. T. Collins 
1998 Peterson Field Guides:  Reptiles and Amphibians Eastern and Central North America. Third 
Edition. Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston and New York. 
Dalla Bona, L.   
2000 Protecting Cultural Resources in Ontario. In R.J. Brandon (eds) Practical Applications of GIS 
for Archaeologists: A Predictive Model Toolkit. New York City, CRC Press.   
Davis, W. B., and Schmidly, D. J. 
1994 The Mammals of Texas. Texas Parks and Wildlife Press, Austin. 
Dean, J.S.   
1983 Environmental Aspects of Modeling. In L.S. Cordell and D.F. Green (eds) Theory and 
Modeling: Refining Survey Strategies for Location of Prehistoric Heritage Resources. 
Cultural Resource Document 3, Southwestern Region: Forest Service, United States 
Department of the Interior, Washington D.C.  
d’Errico F, W. Banks W. 
2013 Identifying Mechanisms behind Middle Paleolithic and Middle Stone Age Cultural 
Trajectories. Current Anthropology 54(Suppl 8): S371–S387. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
29 
Elith, J., C. H. Graham, R. P. Anderson, M. Dudík, S. Ferrier, A. Guisan, R. J. Hijmans, F. Huettmann, J. 
R. Leathwick, A. Lehmann, J. Li, L. G. Lohmann, B. A. Loiselle, G. Manion, C. Moritz, M. Nakamura, 
Y. Nakazawa, J. McC. Overton, A. T.Peterson, S. J. Phillips, K. Richardson, R. Scachetti-Pereira, R. E. 
Schapire, J. Soberón, S. Williams, M. S. Wisz and N. E. Zimmermann 
2006 Novel methods improve prediction of species’ distributions from occurrence data. 
Ecography, 29, 129–151. Available at: 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.2006.0906-7590.04596.x. Accessed May 
2020. 
Elith, J. S. Phillips, T. Hastie, M. Dudik, and Y.E. Chee. 
2010 A statistical explanation of MaxEnt for ecologists. Diversity and Distributions. Vol. 17, 
Issue 1. Available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1472-
4642.2010.00725.x/full. Accessed May 2020. 
Foster, T. R., T. Summerville, and T. Brown 
2006 The Texas Historic Overlay: A Geographic Information System of Historic Map Images for 
Planning Transportation Projects in Texas. Prepared for the Texas Department of 
Transportation by PBS&J, Austin. 
Franklin, J. 
2009 Mapping species distributions: spatial inference and prediction. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, UK.  
Galletti, C., E. Ridder, S. Falconer, P. Fall 
2013 Maxent Modeling of Ancient and Modern Agricultural Terraces in the Troodos foothills, 
Cyprus. Applied Geography 39:46–56.   
Griffith, G.E., S.A. Bryce, J.M. Omernik, J.A. Comstock, A.C. Rogers, B. Harrison, S.L. Hatch, and 
D. Bezanson. 
2004. Ecoregions of Texas. (2-sided color poster with map, descriptive text, and photographs). U.S. 
Geological Survey, Reston, VA. Scale 1:2,500,000. 
Griffith, G.E., J.M. Omernik, M.M. McGraw, G.Z. Jacobi, C.M. Canavan, T.S. Schrader, D. Mercer, 
R. Hill, and B.C. Moran.  
2006  Ecoregions of New Mexico (two-sided color poster with map, descriptive text, summary 
tables, and photographs). Reston, Virginia: U.S. Geological Survey. Scale 1:1,400,000. 
Hofman, J. L. 
1989 Land of Sun, Wind, and Grass. In From Clovis to Comanchero: Archeological Overview of 
the Southern Plains. Jack L. Hofman, Robert L. Brooks, Joe S. Hays, Douglas W. Owsley, 
Richard L. Jantz, Murray K. Marks, and Mary H. Manheim. Arkansas Archeological Survey 
Research Series No. 35. 
Howey M. C. L., M. W. Palace, and C. H. McMichael 
2016 Geospatial Modeling Approach to Monument Construction Using Michigan from A.D. 1000–
1600 as a Case Study. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences Vol 113. No. 27 
Available at: http://www.pnas.org/content/113/27/7443.full.pdf. Accessed May 2020. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
30 
Hudak, G. J., E. Hobbs, A. Brooks, C. A. Sersland, and C. Phillips 
2000 A Predictive Model of Precontact Archaeological Site Location for The State of Minnesota. 
St. Paul: Minnesota Department of Transportation. Available at: 
https://www.dot.state.mn.us/mnmodel/P3FinalReport/executive_summary.html. Accessed 
May 2020. 
Hunt, W. R. 
2020 Andrews County, Handbook of Texas Online. Available at:  
https://tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hca02. Accessed April 2020. 
Janyes, J.T. 
1957 Information Theory and Statistical Mechanics. The Physical Review, Vol. 106, No. 4, May 
15, 1957. Available at: https://theorie.physnet.uni-
hamburg.de/group_vts/vthermo0607/theory1.pdf. Accessed May 2020. 
Johnson, E., and V. T. Holliday 
2004 Archeology and Late Quaternary Environments of the Southern High Plains. In The 
Prehistory of Texas, edited by Timothy K. Perttula, pp. 283-295. Texas A&M University 
Press, College Station. 
Kailihiwa, S.H. 
2014 Using Maxent to Model the Distribution of Prehistoric Agricultural Features in a Portion of 
the Hōkūli‘a Subdivision in Kona, Hawai‘i. Thesis presented to the University of Southern 
California. Available at: https://spatial.usc.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2014/03/KailihiwaSolomonThesis.pdf. Accessed May 2020. 
Kibler, K. 
1991 Surface Distributions of Sites and Survey Strategies for Draws on the Southern Llano 
Estacado. Master of Arts Thesis, the University of Texas, Austin. 
Kohler, T.A., and S.C. Parker   
1986 Predictive Models for Archaeological Resource Location. In M.B. Schiffer (ed) Advances in 
Archaeological Method and Theory, Vol. 9. New York, Academic Press.  
Kvamme, K. L. 
1985 The Fundamentals and Potential of Geographic Information Systems Techniques for 
Archaeological Spatial Research. Paper presented at the 50th Annual Meeting of the Society 
for American Archaeology, Denver, Colorado, May 2, 1985. 
Lawrence, K., A. N. Young, M. Carter, M. Cody, S. M. Carpenter, and C. Hartnett 
2015 Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of Portions of Abilene State Park, Taylor County, Texas. 
SWCA Cultural Resources Report No. 15-176. SWCA Environmental Consultants, Austin. 
Lowe, J. D. 
2020a Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of Section 1 of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, 
Andrews County, Texas. SWCA Cultural Resources Report No. 20-297. SWCA 
Environmental Consultants, Austin. 
2020b Interim Report No. 2 - Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of Remaining Areas of the 
Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas. SWCA Cultural Resources 
Report No. 20-327. SWCA Environmental Consultants, Austin. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
31 
McMichael C.H, M. W. Palace, M. B. Bush, B. Braswell, S. Hagen, E. G. Neves, M. R. Silman, E. K. 
Tamanaha and C. Czarnecki. 
2014a Predicting Pre-Columbian Anthropogenic Soils in Amazonia. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences 281(1777):20132475.    
McMichael, C.H., M.W. Palace, and M. Golightly 
2014b Bamboo-dominated Forests and Pre-Columbian Earthwork Formations in South-Western 
Amazonia. Journal of Biogeography 41(9):1733–1745.  
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
2020 Our Culture. Available at: https://mescaleroapachetribe.com/our-culture/. Accessed May 
2020. 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
2020 Web Soil Survey. Available at: https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm. 
Accessed April 2020. 
Oyarzun, M.C. 
2016 Predicting Archaeological Site Locations in Northeastern California’s High Desert using the 
MaxEnt Model. Thesis presented to the University of Southern California. Available at: 
https://spatial.usc.edu/wp-content/uploads/formidable/12/Megan-Oyarzun.pdf. Accessed May 
2020. 
Parker, S. C. 
1985. Predictive modeling of site settlement systems using multivariate logistics. In C. Carr (ed) 
For Concordance in Archaeological Analysis: bridging data structure, quantitative 
technique, and theory, 173–207. Kansas City, KS, Westport. 
Phillips, S.J., R.P. Anderson, and R.E. Schapire 
2006 Maximum Entropy Modeling of Species Geographic Distributions. Ecological 
Modelling, 190, 231–259. Available at: 
https://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/papers/ecolmod.pdf. Accessed May 2020.   
Raes, R., and H. ter Steege 
2007 A Null-model for Significance Testing of Presence-only Species Distribution Models. 
Ecography 30: 727736,    
Salmon, M. 
1974 “Deductive” versus “Inductive” Archaeology. American Antiquity, Vol. 41, No. 3 (Jul., 
1976), pp. 376-381. Cambridge University Press  
Schmidly, D. J. 
1983 Texas Mammals East of the Balcones Fault Zone. Texas A&M Press, College Station. 
Smyrl, V. E. 
2020 Permanent University Fund, Handbook of Texas Online. Available at: 
https://tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/khp02, Accessed May 2020. 
Snow, D. H. 
1992 Diego Perez de Luxan’s Account of the Antonio de Espejo Expedition into New Mexico, 
1582. Translation in The Native American and Spanish Colonial Experience in the Greater 
Southwest. Garland Publishing, Inc., New York. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
32 
Texas Historical Commission (THC) 
2020a Texas Archeological Sites Atlas restricted database, Texas Historical Commission. Available 
at: https://tshaonline.org/handbook. Accessed April 2020. 
2020b Guidance for Studying Late 19th and Early 20th Century Sites. Electronic publication. 
Available at: 
https://www.thc.texas.gov/public/upload/publications/Revised_19th_and_20th_Century_Sites
_0.pdf. Accessed April 2020. 
Tognelli, M.F., S.A. Roig-Junent, A.E. Marvaldi, G.E. Flores, and J.M. Lobo 
2009 An Evaluation of Methods for Modelling Distribution of Patagonian Insects. Revista Chilena 
De Historia Natural, 82, 347–360.  
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
2020a Texas Geology Web Map Viewer. Available at: https://txpub.usgs.gov/txgeology/. Accessed 
April 2020. 
2020b The National Geologic Map Database (TopoView). Historical topographic map collection. 
Available at: http://ngmdb.usgs.gov/maps/TopoView/. Accessed April 2020. 
Verhagen P., and T.G. Whitley 
2012 Integrating Archaeological Theory and Predictive Modeling: A Live Report from the Scene. 
Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory (2012) 19:49–100. Available at: 
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs10816-011-9102-7.pdf. Accessed May 
2020. 
Ward, D. 
2007 Modelling the Potential Geographic Distribution of Invasive Ant Species in New 
Zealand. Biological Invasions, 9, 723–735. 
Werler, J. E., and J. R. Dixon 
2004 Texas Snakes: Identification, Distribution, and Natural History. Fourth edition.  University 
of Texas Press, Austin. 
Whitley, T. G. A. 
2003 Causality and Cross-Purposes in Archaeological Predictive Modeling. Paper Prepared For: 
Computer Applications in Archaeology Conference Vienna, Austria, April 8-12, 2003. 
Available at: https://publikationen.uni-
tuebingen.de/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10900/62123/CD49_Whitley_CAA_2003.pdf?sequence
=2. Accessed May 2020. 
Williams, G., M. Hahsler, A. Guazzelli, M. Zeller, W. Lin, H. Ishwaran, U. B. Kogalur, and R. Guha. 
2009 pmml: Generate PMML for various models. Available at http://cran.r-
project.org/package=pmml. R package version 1.2.7. Accessed May 2020. 
Wollan, A.K., V. Bakkestuen, H. Kauserud, G. Gulden, and R. Halvorsen 






Survey Result Maps 
 
 
This page intentionally left blank. 
 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-1 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-2 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-3 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-4 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-5 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-6 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-7 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-8 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-9 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-10 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-11 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-12 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-13 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-14 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-15 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-16 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-17 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-18 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-19 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-20 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-21 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-22 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-23 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-24 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-25 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-26 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-27 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-28 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-29 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-30 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-31 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-32 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
A-33 





















Shovel Test Results 
 
 
This page intentionally left blank. 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
B-1 
Shovel 












1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative – 
1-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil – 
1-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
1-4 1 0-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil – 
1-5 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 50-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
1-6 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 45-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
1-7 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 1 root 
1-8 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
1-9 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
1-10 
1 0-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 65-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
1-11 
1 0-70 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-80 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
1-12 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 50-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
1-13 1 0-100 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
1-14 
1 0-40 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 10YR 4/6 Dark Yellowish Brown Sandy Clay negative – 
1-15 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
2-1 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
2-2 
1 0-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 65-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
2-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
2-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
3-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
3-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth Gravels 2% roots 2% 
3-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
3-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
4-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
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4-2 1 0-100 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
4-3 
1 0-80 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 80-90 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
4-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
5-1 
1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-90 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
5-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
5-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
5-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil Compact soil 




Powerlines to the 






5-6 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
5-7 
1 0-60 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 60-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Roots 5% 
5-8 
1 0-80 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 80-100 7.5YR 4/8 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative – 






Powerlines to the 
west. >1% calcium 
carbonate at 70 
cmbs. 
5-10 
1 0-60 10YR 6/6 Brownish Yellow Sand negative Depth 
– 
2 60-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative – 
5-11 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
5-12 
1 0-60 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 60-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative – 
5-13 1 0-80 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
5-14 1 0-85 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth 
Low grasses, 
sparse mesquite. 
Powerlines to the 
west. 
5-15 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Depth 3% roots, blocky 
6-1 1 0-5 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
B-3 
Shovel 












1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 50-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
6-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
6-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
7-1 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
7-2 1 0-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
7-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
 Compact 
soil – 
7-4 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
8-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
8-2 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth 
Powerlines to the 




to the north. 
8-3 1 0-80 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 




to the nw. Sparse 
mesquite. 
9-1 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-? 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
9-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
9-3 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
9-4 
1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-? 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
10-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
10-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
10-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
10-4 
1 0-70 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
11-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
11-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
11-3 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
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1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
12-1 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
12-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
12-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
12-4 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
13-1 1 0-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
13-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
13-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
13-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
14-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
14-2 1 0-100 10YR 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
14-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 





14-5 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
14-5 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
15-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 50-100 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
15-2 1 0-55 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
15-3 
1 0-20 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 20-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
15-4 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 30-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
15-5 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 





16-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth Low grasses, sparse mesquite. 
16-4 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 
17-1 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
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1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
17-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
17-4 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
18-1 
1 0-60 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Clay negative – 
18-2 
1 0-60 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-80 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
18-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
18-4 
1 0-30 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-40 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
19-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
19-2 1 0-100 10YR 6/4 Light Yellowish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
19-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
19-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil Dry compact 
20-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
20-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
20-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 




1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
21-2 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 30-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
21-3 1 0-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
21-4 1 0-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
22-1 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
22-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
22-3 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 




1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
23-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 
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23-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
23-4 






2 65-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Dark brown small 
clusters of clay 
>5% 
23-5 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
24-1 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
24-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
24-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
24-4 
1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-80 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
24-5 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-? 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
25-1 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
25-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
25-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-? 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
25-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
26-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
26-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
26-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
26-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
27-1 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
27-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
27-3 




2 80-? 2.5YR 3/4 Dark Reddish Brown Sandy Clay negative – 
27-4 
1 0-60 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
B-7 
Shovel 












1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
28-2 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
28-3 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
28-4 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
28-5 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
28-6 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Depth – 
29-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
29-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
29-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
29-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
30-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil – 
30-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil – 
30-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
30-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil – 
30-5 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 3% roots 
31-1 
1 0-35 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-55 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
31-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
31-3 
1 0-35 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
31-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
32-1 1 0-80 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 






32-3 1 0-80 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 
32-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse mesquite, 
low dense grass. 
33-1 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
33-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
33-3 1 0-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
33-4 1 0-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
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34-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
34-2 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
34-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
34-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
34-5 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
34-6 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
35-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
35-2 1 0-100 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
35-3 
1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
35-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
35-5 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 
36-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
36-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
36-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 
36-4 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
37-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
37-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
37-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
37-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
38-1 
1 0-90 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative 
Depth 
– 
2 90-100 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
38-2 
1 0-80 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 80-90 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
38-3 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
38-4 1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
39-1 




2 60-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Clay Loam negative – 
39-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
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39-3 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
39-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
40-1 
1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
40-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
40-3 1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
40-4 
1 0-35 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
40-5 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil – 
41-1 1 0-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
41-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
41-3 MISSING DATA   




1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
42-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
42-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
42-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
42-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
43-1 
1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 70-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
43-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth – 
43-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
43-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
43-5 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
44-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth – 
44-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
44-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-? 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
44-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
45-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
45-2 
1 0-30 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-40 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
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1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
45-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay negative – 
46-1 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
46-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
46-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
46-4 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-? 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
47-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
47-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 
47-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil – 




1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
48-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
48-2 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
48-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
48-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
48-5 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
49-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 




49-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil – 
49-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
50-1 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
50-2 
1 0-35 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
50-3 
1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 45-100 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
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1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
50-5 1 0-70 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
51-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
51-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Clay negative Depth – 
51-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 





52-1 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
52-2 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
52-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
52-4 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 45-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
52-5 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
53-1 
1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 7.5YR 6/8 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative – 
53-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 
53-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 





54-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
54-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
54-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
54-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
55-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
55-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
55-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil – 
55-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
56-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil  – 
56-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil  – 
56-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse mesquite, 
low grasses dense 
56-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil  – 
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1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
57-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
57-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
57-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
58-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
58-2 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
58-3 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
58-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
58-5 1 0-90 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
59-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
59-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
59-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
59-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
59-5 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 

















1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
61-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
61-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
61-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
61-5 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
62-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
B-13 
Shovel 












1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
62-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
62-4 1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil Blocky, firm 
62-5 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
62-6 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
63-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
63-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
63-3 1 0-75 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil 
– 
63-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
63-5 




2 30-45 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 







1 0-55 7.5YR 6/3 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 





2 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
64-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 








Small white ball 
inclusions >1%. 
64-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
64-6 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
65-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
65-2 
1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative – 
65-3 
1 0-30 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative – 
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1 0-30 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-55 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative – 












66-4 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil 
– 
66-5 1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
67-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
67-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
67-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
67-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
67-5 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
68-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
68-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
68-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
68-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 





69-2 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse vegetation, 
small short white 
flowers. 
69-3 
1 0-55 7.5YR 6/5 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
69-4 1 0-15 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 




likely from cattle. 
69-5 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
69-6 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
69-7 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse vegetation, 
small short white 
flowers. 




70-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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70-5 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
71-1 
1 0-40 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative – 
71-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
71-3 
1 0-35 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 35-100 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
71-4 1 0-45 7.5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
71-5 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 




72-1 1 0-100 5YR 5/2 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth <1% caliche lens at 40cmbs 
72-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
72-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
72-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
73-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
73-2 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
73-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
73-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
74-1 




2 40-60 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative 10% platy CaCO3 concretions 
74-2 




2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
3 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
74-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
74-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
74-5 1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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75-5 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-1 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-3 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-4 1 0-95 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-5 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-6 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
76-7 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
77-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
77-2 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
77-3 
1 0-20 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 20-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
77-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-55 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
77-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
<5% calcium 
carbonate nodules 
77-6 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
78-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
78-2 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 








79-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
79-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
79-3 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
79-4 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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80-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse mesquite. 










Sparse fern like 
plants. 
2 0-70 7.5YR 6/5 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative – 
80-4 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
81-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
81-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
81-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
81-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
81-5 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 





1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
82-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
82-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
82-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 




82-6 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
82-7 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
83-1 1 0-55 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
83-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
83-3 1 0-75 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
83-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
83-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
83-6 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
84-1 1 0-45 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
84-2 1 0-55 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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84-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
84-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
84-5 1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
85-1 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
85-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
85-3 1 0-70 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
85-4 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
86-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
86-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
86-3 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
86-4 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
86-5 1 0-40 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
87-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-70 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
87-2 




2 30-40 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 
87-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
87-4 
1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-80 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
87-5 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
87-6 1 0-20 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
88-1 1 0-35 7.5YR 6/5 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse, very short 
grasses. Moderate 
to thick mesquite. 
88-2 





2 60-80 7.5YR 6/5 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam – – – 
88-3 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse, short 
mesquite. Small, 
bare patches of 
exposed ground, 
short grasses. 
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1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
88-6 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 


















90-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
90-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
90-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
90-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
90-5 





shrubs and short 
grasses. Dense 
mesquite to the 
south. 
2 65-85 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative 
90-6 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth 
Judgmental shovel 
test excavated on 
SE slope of sand 
dune. 
91-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
91-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
91-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
91-5 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil  – 
92-1 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/5 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
Short, dense 
grass. Gravel like 
stones visible on 
surface. Large 
patch of bare 
ground to the 
north. White, 
gravel like stones, 
small 10% 




92-3 1 0-35 7.5YR 6/3 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Within a patchy 
area of grass. 
Dense mesquite 
within -100 meter 
radius. Powerlines 
above. 
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Next to a two-track 
93-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
93-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
93-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
93-4 1 0-85 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
94-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
94-2 1 0-45 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
94-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
94-4 
1 0-20 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 20-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
94-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
94-6 1 0-35 5YR 5/6 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
95-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
95-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
95-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
95-4 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
95-5 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
95-6 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 












96-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil 
– 
96-5 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
97-1 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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97-2 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
97-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
97-4 




2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 
97-5 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
97-6 1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
97-7 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
98-1 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
98-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
98-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
98-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
99-1 
1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 70-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
99-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
99-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
99-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Basal Clay – 
99-5 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
100-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
100-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
100-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
100-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
100-5 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Basal Clay – 
100-6 1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
101-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
101-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
101-3 
1 0-70 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 70-80 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
101-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
101-5 1 0-50 5?YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 




1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 




104-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
104-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
104-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
104-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
104-5 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
104-6 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Reddish Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
105-1 






2 55-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative –  
105-2 





2 55-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
105-3 
1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
105-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
106-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
106-2 1 0-85 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
106-3 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
106-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 2% roots 
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1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
2 70-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
107-1 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
107-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
107-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
107-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-10 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
107-5 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
107-6 
1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-10 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
107-7 1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
108-1 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
108-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
108-3 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
108-4 
1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 70-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
108-5 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
109-1 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
109-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
109-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
109-4 
1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 












1 0-55 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 55-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
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111-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
111-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
111-3 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
111-4 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 45-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
112-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
112-2 
1 0-45 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
112-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 45-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
112-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 




113-1 1 0-55 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil  – 
113-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 





113-3 1 0-55 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
113-4 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
113-5 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
114-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
114-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
114-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
114-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
114-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
114-6 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
115-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 




115-3 1 0-100 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth – 
115-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/4 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth 
Area appears to 
be in a depression 
or wash 
115-5 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
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115-6 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown – negative Compact Soil 
– 
116-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown – negative Compact Soil 
– 
116-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
116-3 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
116-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
117-1 
1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 80-90 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
117-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
117-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
117-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
117-5 1 0-55 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil One large root 
118-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
118-2 




2 50-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky, subangular 
118-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
118-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
118-5 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
118-6 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 60-100 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
119-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
119-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
119-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
119-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
119-5 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
120-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 
120-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
120-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
120-4 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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1 0-45 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
121-2 
1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
121-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-75 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
121-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 




















122-6 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
123-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
123-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
123-3 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
123-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
124-1 






2 55-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 




124-3 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/3 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
On a small sand 
dune. Dense 
mesquite to the 
north. Short 
sparse grasses. 




125-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
125-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
125-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
125-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
125-5 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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125-6 1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
126-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
126-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
126-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
126-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
127-1 
1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
127-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
127-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
127-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
127-5 





2 20-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative – 
127-6 
1 0-60 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
128-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
128-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 
128-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
128-4 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 












Within a small 
clearing. 




Within a small 
clearing. 
129-5 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
129-6 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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131-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
131-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
131-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
131-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
131-5 1 0-30 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
132-1 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
132-2 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
132-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
132-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
132-5 1 0-30 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
133-1 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
133-2 1 0-65 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
133-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
133-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
134-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
134-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
134-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
134-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
134-5 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
135-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
135-3 





2 55-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
135-4 1 0-30 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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136-4 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
136-5 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 





1 0-30 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-65 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Loamy Sand negative – 




137-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
137-4 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 




137-6 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
138-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
138-2 1 0-65 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
138-3 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
138-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
138-5 1 0-40 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
139-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 




139-3 1 0-75 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil  – 




139-5 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
140-1 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
140-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
140-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
140-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Clay Loam negative Depth 
– 
140-5 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-75 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
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141-1 1 0-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
141-2 
1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
141-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 




142-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
142-2 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
142-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
142-4 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
143-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
143-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
143-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
143-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
Large calcium 
carbonate nodules 
observed on the 
surface and within 
the ST. Area 
appears to be 
deflated soils. 
144-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
144-2 
1 0-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 0-90 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
144-3 
1 0-60 7.5YR 4/3 Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
5% platy CaCO3 
gravels, 1% 
rounded pebbles; 
both decrease in 
size and number 
with depth 





144-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
144-5 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
145-1 1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
145-2 1 0-70 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
145-3 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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145-4 1 0-35 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
145-5 1 0-20 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
146-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
146-2 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
146-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
– 
2 50-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
146-4 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
147-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
147-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
147-4 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
147-3 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 










Small patches of 
bare ground. 










Adjacent to two 
track. Light pink 
pebble inclusions 
0-15 cmbs >1% 
149-1 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
149-2 1 0-90 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
149-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
149-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
150-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
150-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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150-3 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
150-4 1 0-75 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
151-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
151-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
151-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
151-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
152-1 1 0-80 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
152-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
152-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
152-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
153-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 











2 55-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
154-1 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
154-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
154-3 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
154-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
155-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
155-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
155-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
155-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
156-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
156-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
156-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
156-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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157-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
157-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
157-3 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
157-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
158-1 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
158-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
158-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
158-4 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
159-1 1 0-40 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
159-2 
1 0-10 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 10-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
159-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
159-4 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
160-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
160-2 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
160-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
160-4 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
161-1 
1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-80 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
161-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
161-3 
1 0-50 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
161-4 
1 0-70 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-80 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
162-1 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
162-2 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
162-3 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
162-4 1 0-35 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
163-1 1 0-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
163-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
163-4 1 0-70 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Other – 
164-1 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
164-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
164-3 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
164-4 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
165-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
165-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
165-3 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
165-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
166-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
166-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
166-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
166-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
167-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
167-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
167-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
167-4 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
168-1 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
168-2 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
168-3 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
168-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
169-1 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
169-2 1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
169-3 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
169-4 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
 – 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
170-2 




7cm wide, in north 
side wall, no ash 
or bone, extends 
to level 2 
2 30-40 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Loam negative  – 
170-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth 
Single-grained 








2 30-40 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 
171-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
171-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth – 
171-3 1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
171-4 1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
172-1 
1 0-20 7.5YR 5/3 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
Loose 
2 20-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Blocky, compact 
172-2 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
172-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
172-4 




2 30-50 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative – 
3 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
173-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
173-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
173-3 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
173-4 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
174-1 1 0-65 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
174-2 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
174-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown   negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
174-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red   negative – 
175-1 1 0-35 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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175-2 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
175-3 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
175-4 1 0-55 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
176-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Depth – 
176-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 7/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
176-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
176-4 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
176-5 1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
177-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
177-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
177-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
177-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
















179-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
179-2 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
179-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
179-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
180-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
180-2 1 0-80 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
180-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
180-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
181-1 1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
181-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
181-3 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
182-1 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
182-2 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
182-3 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
182-4 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
183-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
183-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
183-3 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
183-4 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 




















185-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
185-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
185-3 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
185-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
186-1 1 0-100 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth Loose 
186-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth Single grained 
186-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
186-4 1 0-100 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
187-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
187-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
187-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
187-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
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1 0-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 90-100 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
188-2 
1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
188-3 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
188-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
189-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
189-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
189-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 40-50 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
189-4 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil  – 





190-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 





190-4 1 0-10 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
191-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
191-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
191-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth Calcium carbonate inclusion at 90cm 
191-4 1 0-80 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
192-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
192-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
192-4 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
193-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
193-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
193-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
193-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
194-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Depth – 
194-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
194-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
194-4 1 0-100 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Depth – 
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1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
195-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 4/3 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
195-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
195-4 
1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
196-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
196-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 





196-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
197-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
197-3 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
197-4 1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
198-1 1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
198-2 
1 0-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
198-3 
1 0-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
198-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
199-1 
1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
199-2 1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
199-3 
1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-80 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
199-4 
1 0-30 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 30-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
200-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
200-2 
1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
200-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
200-4 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative – 
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1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-75 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
201-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
201-3 
1 0-45 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
201-4 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
202-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
202-2 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
202-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
202-4 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
203-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
203-2 1 0-100 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth Single-grained 
203-3 
1 0-40 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 40-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
203-4 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
Compact 
Soil Blocky, angular 
204-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
204-2 1 0-55 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
204-3 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
204-4 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 















On top of a large 
sand dune. 





206-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
206-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
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206-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
206-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
207-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
207-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
207-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
207-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
208-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
208-2 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
208-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
208-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
209-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
209-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
209-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
209-4 




2 30-40 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative Blocky, angular 
210-1 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
210-2 1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
210-3 1 0-25 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
210-4 
1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
211-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Basal Clay – 
211-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
211-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
211-4 1 0-75 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
212-1 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
212-2 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
212-3 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
212-4 1 0-55 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 





Intensive Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
B-42 
Shovel 


























Within a small 
clearing. 
214-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
214-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
214-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
214-4 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 








215-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
215-4 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
216-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
216-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
216-3 1 0-30 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
216-4 
1 0-50 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
217-1 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
217-2 1 0-20 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
217-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
217-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
218-1 1 0-40 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
218-2 1 0-40 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 





On top of sand 
dune. 
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218-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
219-1 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 





1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 




220-1 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
220-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
220-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-100 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
220-4 
1 0-35 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-65 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
221-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
221-2 1 0-50 10YR 7/6 Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
221-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
221-4 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 





222-2 1 0-35 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil – 





On top of a sand 
dune. 
222-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
223-1 1 0-100 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative Depth – 




223-3 1 0-100 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
224-1 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
224-2 1 0-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
224-3 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
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1 0-50 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-90 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
225-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
225-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
225-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
225-4 1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
226-1 
1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
226-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
226-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
226-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
227-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
227-2 
1 0-50 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
227-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
227-4 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
228-1 1 0-65 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
228-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
228-3 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
228-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
229-1 
1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
229-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
229-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-85 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
229-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
230-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
230-2 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
230-3 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
230-4 1 0-45 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
231-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
231-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
231-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
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231-4 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil  – 








232-3 1 0-35 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse- short 
mesquite. Dense, 
short grasses. On 
top of sand dune. 





1 0-40 7.5YR 5/2 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-60 5YR 4/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
233-2 




2 40-50 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay Loam negative Blocky 
233-3 




2 30-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
3 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
233-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 50-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
234-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
234-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
234-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
234-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
235-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
235-2 1 0-65 7.5YR 6/6 Reddish Yellow Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
235-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Depth – 
236-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
236-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
236-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
236-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
237-1 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
237-2 
1 0-25 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 25-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
237-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-70 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
237-4 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
238-1 1 0-30 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
238-2 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-65 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
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1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-80 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
238-4 1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
239-1 1 0-40 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
239-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
239-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
239-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
240-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 
240-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
240-3 
1 0-50 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
240-4 




2 50-60 2.5YR 6/4 Light Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
241-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
241-2 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
241-3 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
241-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
242-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
242-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
242-3 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
242-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
243-1 1 0-45 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse- short 
mesquite. Dense, 
short grasses. On 
top of sand dune. 












sized, white pods 
15% 





sized, white pods 
5% 
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244-1 1 0-80 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
244-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
244-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
244-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
245-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
245-2 1 0-50 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
245-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
245-4 
1 0-60 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 60-70 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative – 
246-1 
1 0-70 5YR 5/2 Reddish Gray Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 70-80 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
246-2 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Basal Clay 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
246-3 
1 0-60 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
 – 
2 60-70 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
246-4 




2 50-70 5YR 6/4 Light Reddish Brown Sand negative 
Weakly 
subangular 
3 70-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky, angular 
247-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
247-2 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
247-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
247-4 1 0-85 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
248-1 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
Sparse- short 
mesquite. Dense, 
short grasses. On 
sand dune. 
248-2 





2 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative   









1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
249-2 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
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1 0-30 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-65 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
249-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-75 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
250-1 1 0-85 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
250-2 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Clay negative Compact Soil 
– 




250-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
251-1 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
251-2 1 0-75 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
251-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-60 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
251-4 1 0-50 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
252-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
252-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
252-3 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
252-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
253-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
253-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
253-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
253-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
















255-1 1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
255-2 1 0-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
255-3 1 0-30 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
255-4 1 0-55 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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256-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
256-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
256-3 1 0-40 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
256-4 1 0-90 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
257-1 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
257-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
257-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
257-4 1 0-65 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
258-1 
1 0-50 5YR 5/3 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
258-2 




2 20-40 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
3 40-50 2.5YR 4/6 Red Sandy Clay Loam negative 
– 
258-3 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-40 2.5YR 5/8 Red Sandy Loam negative – 
258-4 
1 0-50 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 50-60 2.5YR 5/6 Red Sandy Loam negative Blocky 
259-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-80 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
259-2 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
259-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
259-4 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-95 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
260-1 
1 0-35 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-80 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
260-2 
1 0-30 5YR 5/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 30-70 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative – 
260-3 1 0-45 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
260-4 1 0-40 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
261-1 1 0-60 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
261-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
261-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
261-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
262-1 1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
262-2 1 0-40 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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262-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Depth – 
262-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
263-1 1 0-60 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
263-2 1 0-40 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
263-3 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-55 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
263-4 
1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 45-85 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
264-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
264-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
264-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
264-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
265-1 1 0-45 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
265-2 1 0-50 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
265-3 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
265-4 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Loamy Sand negative Depth – 
266-1 
1 0-40 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 40-90 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
266-2 1 0-45 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
266-3 
1 0-35 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Compact 
Soil 
– 
2 35-60 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative – 
266-4 1 0-25 7.5YR 4/4 Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
267-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
267-2 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
267-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
267-4 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
268-1 1 0-100 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
268-2 1 0-75 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Loamy Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
268-3 1 0-65 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
268-4 1 0-70 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
FS01-1 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
FS01-2 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
FS01-3 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
FS01-4 
1 0-70 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
Loose 
2 70-105 5YR 5/6 Yellowish Red Sand negative Loose 
FS01-5 
1 0-30 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Sand negative 
Depth 
 – 
2 30-100 5YR 5/8 Yellowish Red Loamy Sand negative Caliche gravels <5% 
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1 0-60 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sand negative 
Depth 
Delineation. Thick 
high grass, on a 
berm.  Sparse 
mesquite. 
2 0-85 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative – 
FS01-7 1 0-100 5YR 4/4 Reddish Brown Sand negative Depth – 
FS01-8 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Depth – 
FS01-9 1 0-100 7.5YR 6/4 Light Brown Sandy Loam negative Depth – 
FS01-10 1 0-100 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Sand negative Compact Soil 
– 
FS01-11 1 0-100 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sandy Loam negative Compact Soil 
– 
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Unanticipated Discoveries Plan (UDP) for the  
Prospero II Solar Project, Andrews County, Texas 
June 26, 2020 
In the event of unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or human remains during project-related 
activities on University Lands in Andrews County, Texas, Energy Renewal Partners and their designated 
representative Longroad Energy, as the construction leads, will follow the procedures defined in the 
following plan. These procedures are part of continuing compliance obligations under Title 13 Part 2 
Chapter 26 of the Texas Administrative Code (Chapter 26) and Chapter 711 of the Texas Health and 
Safety Code (Chapter 711).  
C.1.1 Unanticipated Cultural Properties 
If previously undocumented cultural resources are discovered, several steps will be undertaken. Initially, 
Longroad Energy will ensure that their agents, and/or subcontractors will make reasonable efforts to 
avoid or minimize damage to the resource. The Lead Environmental Inspector (EI) will ensure that all 
land-altering activities within 100 feet (30 m) of the unanticipated cultural resource cease and that the 
area will be fenced off to ensure that further land-altering activities do not continue. The EI will contact 
Longroad Energy, who will then contact the SWCA Principal Investigator (PI) to conduct a site visit 
within 24 hours of initial notification that an unanticipated cultural resource has been encountered (Table 
C-1).  
Table C-1. Contact Information 
Organization Title Contact Name Telephone 
Longroad Energy Director Deron Lawrence 303-681-5350 
SWCA PI Ken Lawrence, MA 512-923-1654 
 
SWCA’s PI, or a qualified, experienced archaeologist under direction of the PI, will collect as much 
information as possible concerning the cultural resource, including characterization of the resource type 
(e.g., archaeological or architectural), its location and size, and any information on its eligibility as a SAL. 
Following this preliminary determination of site significance, Longroad Energy and SWCA’s PI will 
contact the Texas Historical Commission (THC) to discuss the appropriate management measures that 
may be required to avoid, minimize, or mitigate further deleterious effects at the site.  
The THC and University Lands will be contacted within 24 hours of the SWCA site visit and advised of 
the discovery (Table C-2). As much information as possible concerning the cultural resource, including 
characterization of the resource type (e.g., archaeological or architectural), its location and size, and any 
information on its eligibility as an SAL, will be provided by the PI or the archaeologist who made the site 
visit, to both the THC and University Lands. At the request of the THC or University Lands, Longroad 
Energy will provide a professional archaeologist to undertake an evaluation of the SAL eligibility of the 
resource, applying the Antiquities Code of Texas Criteria for Evaluation (13.2 Chapter 26 Subchapter 3 
Rule §26.10 [1-5]).  
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Table C-2: SHPO and University Lands Contact Information 
Organization Contact Name Telephone; Cell 




University Lands Jeff White 432-684-4404 
jeff.white@utsystem.edu 
 
If the THC concurs that the resource is not eligible for listing as a SAL, they will notify Longroad Energy 
and Energy Renewal Partners of their determination. If the THC concurs that the resource is SAL eligible, 
Longroad Energy and Energy Renewal Partners will develop a plan to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
effects. This plan will be submitted to the THC for review and comment. It will be the policy of Longroad 
Energy and Energy Renewal Partners to protect the resource until the approved plan can be implemented.  
C.1.2 Unanticipated Human Remains 
All human burials in the state of Texas are protected by law, as per the Texas Health and Safety Code 
Section 711 General Provisions Relating to Cemeteries and the Texas Administrative Code Title 13, 
THC, Chapter 22 Cemeteries, Sections 22.1 through 22.6. In the unlikely event that human burials are 
encountered in the project area, they will be handled in accordance with procedures established through 
coordination with the THC and University Lands. 
It shall be the policy of Longroad Energy, Energy Renewal Partners, their agents, and subcontractors to 
treat all discovered human remains with dignity and respect. In addition, Longroad Energy will ensure 
that their agents and subcontractors comply with all applicable state laws and guidelines related to the 
discovery of human remains. If human remains are discovered, all project related activities within 100 
feet (30 meters) of the discovery shall be immediately halted, and Longroad Energy will immediately 
contact the SWCA PI. High visibility fencing will be built at a 50-foot radius around the discovery. 
Longroad Energy and Energy Renewal Partners will provide security to protect suspected burials from 
vandalism and display. 
The following steps will be taken to ensure avoidance of the resources until treatment of the discovery is 
implemented: 
1. If human remains are uncovered during construction of the project, all work will immediately 
cease within a 100-foot radius from the point of discovery and Longroad Energy or their agent 
will immediately make verbal notification of the discovery to Longroad Energy, Energy Renewal 
Partners, and the SWCA PI. The human remains will be left in-place and fully protected with 
high visibility exclusionary fencing placed in a 50-foot radius around the discovery.  
2. Within 24 hours of being notified, the EI or the SWCA PI will then notify the county sheriff 
(Table C-3) and the THC. The sheriff will be requested to contact the coroner/medical examiner. 
3. After examining the human remains, if the coroner and sheriff determine that they are a modern 
crime scene then the sheriff or coroner will assume responsibility for the remains. 
4. If the county sheriff and coroner determine that the remains are not modern and/or do not reflect a 
crime scene or relinquish their jurisdiction over the remains, the THC will take the lead and 
consult with appropriate parties, such as recognized tribes if relevant, and the project, to develop 
appropriate measures. 
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5. The measures to protect the remains and any associated artifacts will remain in effect until they 
have been fully evaluated and the appropriate treatment of the discovery (if applicable) has been 
completed, and Longroad Energy and Energy Renewal Partners have received formal notice from 
the THC to proceed with construction at the site of the discovery. 
6. Longroad Energy will notify and grant clearance to their employees or sub-contractors to resume 
work in the vicinity of the find. 
Table C-3: Contact Information, Law Enforcement / Coroner 
County Title Contact Name Telephone 
Andrews 
Sheriff Rusty Stewart (432) 523-5545 
Justice of the Peace  (432) 524-1412 
 
C.1.2.1  Relevant State Legislation  
All cemeteries are protected under Texas state law and cannot be disturbed. Section 711.010(a)-(b) of the 
Health and Safety Code states that improvements to property that would disturb an unknown or 
abandoned cemetery may not be carried out until the remains are removed under a written order issued by 
the State Registrar under Section 711.004(f). Further protection is provided in Section 28.03(f) of the 
Texas Penal Code, which provides that intentional damage or destruction inflicted on a human burial site 
is a state jail felony. If human remains are discovered during construction, the area of the remains is also 
considered a cemetery under current Texas law and all construction activities that would disturb the 
remains must cease immediately. In addition to the Health and Safety Code requirements, THC is 
requiring a 100-foot buffer around the remains as a part of their regulatory review of the project under the 
Texas Antiquities Code.  
Per Section 711.001 of the Health and Safety Code of Texas, a cemetery is defined as a place that is used 
or intended to be used for interment, containing one or more graves. Section 711.035 of the Health and 
Safety Code also states that such a property cannot be used for any other purposes unless the dedication is 
removed by a district court or the cemetery is enjoined or abated as a nuisance. In addition, under both the 
Texas Health and Safety Code (8 THSC § 711.011) and the Texas Antiquities Code (13 TAC §§ 22.1–
22.6), the county clerk shall be notified by the EI within 10 days of the discovery of the grave or graves.  
July 17, 2020
